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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to a communication filed December 14, 2004 wherein: 
Claim 1 has been amended; 
Claims 4-6 have been added; and 
Claims 1-6 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed October 4, 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant states on page 5 of the response that the examiner failed too address 
the added features of claim 1 . However, Boardman et al. disclose storing rules, as well 
as, rule sets defining a charge calculation. Boardman et al. also disclose that events in 
the telecommunications industry are phone calls, monthly line fees or installation 
charges. Boardman et al. disclose a having a price plan for local calls, intrastate calls, 
and interstate calls; and rating events based on zones, tariff weeks and bands. The 
examiner asserts that the prior art calculates for the events based on the type of service 
like calling cards and direct dialed numbers. 

In response to applicant arguments that in claims 4-5, Reeder's price rule is not 
associated with each service type, however, in FIG. 7, Reeder disclose a price for a 
service type and also FIG. 10 disclose determining a pricing rule for a service ID (type). 

In response to applicant arguments that in claims 2-3, none of the prior art 
references teach or suggest "change point identifiers", however, Rubin et al disclose 
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that a discount table holds the volume threshold and discount calculation. The 
examiner asserts that Rubin et al. disclose change point identifiers because when the 
volume threshold changes, the discount changes. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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1. Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 

Reeder (Patent Number 5,852,812). 

In claims 4-5, Reeder discloses that additional information may be 
necessary when the event object only knows, for example, the name of a 
customer but not a customer ID number', and similarly the data such as a 
customer's address or phone number which is not stored within the event object 
may be necessary for further processing and can be retrieved from a customer 
profile wherein the customer profile is a series of tables within the database that 
holds information about a particular customer (col. 13, lines 65 through col. 14, line 3). 
Reeder further discloses one example of a pricing rule using pseudo code: Look 
up base amount pricing rule based on event id, service id, currency and 
subscription plan; and Look up surcharge pricing rule and discount pricing rule 
based on event id, service id currency and subscription plan and (col. 15, lines 
50-55). Reeder still further discloses that once the service Id and event ID of the 
record is known (from the event object) and the customer profile (subscription 
plan base currency) is retrieved at state 733, an appropriate pricing rule for that 
event ID is determined at state 734 (col. 15, lines 29-34). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 



2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Boardman et al. (Patent Number 6,456,986) in view of Rubin et al. (Patent Number 
6,078,897). 
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In Claim 1 , Boardman et al. disclose a system that rates and/or discounts Events 
based on business rules in a Price Plan database (col.1, lines 21-26). Boardman et al. 
further disclose that decision networks are used to determine what Price Plan to use for 
an Event and how to rate the Event based on business rules which are stored in the 
Price Plan database (col. 2, lines 24-29). Boardman et al. still further disclose that a 
plan selection rule set is used to select a price Plan for the Event and an Algorithm rule 
set is used to select an Algorithm to rate the Event (col. 1 , lines 51-57). Boardman et al. 
still further disclose that an algorithm calculates a price or modifies a price (applies a 
discount). Boardman et al. further discloses that the Algorithm Selection Rule Set 30 is 
within the Price Plan and guides the Event to Algorithms (col. 2, lines 42-50; Figs. 1 and 
2). 

Boardman et al. do not disclose that the charge calculation method includes at 
least one rule based instruction for calculating a discount, wherein said at least one rule 
based instruction references a discount table that includes a discount threshold value. 
Rubin et al. disclose that rules that describe which of the information retrieved may be 
combined with the proposed order are stored in vendor thresholds and catalog 210 (col. 

7, lines 49-61 ). Rubin et al. further disclose that the vendor discount thresholds are 
stored in a discount table of a conventional database with each threshold containing a 
vendor name, a volume and a discount stored in each record of the discount table (col. 

8, lines 1 1 -1 5). Rubin et al. still further disclose that if the volume of the proposed order 
stored in proposed order storage 212 is equal to a threshold, next threshold calculator 
220 signal administration 250 by sending two values: 0 and the additional volume 
calculated. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the invention of Boardman et al. to include the 
feature of Rubin et al. in order to identify how to increase an order for goods or services 
to realize additional discounts (Rubin; col. 2, lines 18-20). 



3. Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Boardman et al. in view of Carter (Patent No. 6,553,350), in further view of Rubin et al 
(6,078,897). 

In claims 2-3, Boardman et al. discloses a system that rates and/or discounts 
Events based on business rules in a Price Plan database (col.1, lines 21-26). 
Boardman et al. further disclose that decision networks are used to determine what 
Price Plan to use for an Event and how to rate the Event based on business rules which 
are stored in the Price Plan database (col. 2, lines 24-29). Boardman et al. further 
disclose that the Algorithm Selection Rule Set 30 is within the Price Plan and guides the 
Event to Algorithms (col. 2, lines 42- 50 and Figs 1 and 2). An Algorithm calculates a 
price or modifies a price (applies a discount). Carter discloses that FIG. 1 shows an 
example of a basic price table wherein each row designates a potential customer that 
the product would be sold to, and each column designates the product will be sold, and 
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the table entry corresponding to the basic unadjusted price for the product; and 
according to the prior art, in addition to the basic price table of FIG. 1 , various other 
tables must be stored and maintained in the mainframe database (col. 2, lines 44-55; 
FIG. 2). 

Boardman et al. do not disclose that the discount table further includes a set of 
change point identifiers and associated discount threshold values. Rubin et al. disclose 
that vendor threshold and catalog 210 also stores the volume thresholds for each 
discount level, and information regarding the calculation of the volume of the order (col. 
3, lines 33-35). Rubin et al. further disclose that that vendor thresholds and catalog 210 
is a conventional relational database with a product table holding the name, vendor 
identifier, undiscounted price, and unit or volume contribution, of each product wherein 
the volume contribution may be equal to the undiscounted price, a value of "1" or 
another weighted value; and a discount table holds the vendor name, volume threshold 
and discount calculation such as a percentage discount for each discount threshold of 
each vendor for which the apparatus can accept orders (col. 3, lines 48-58). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the invention of Boardman et al. and Carter to include the feature 
of Rubin et al. in order to provide flexibility in price modeling. 



4. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reeder in view of Boardman et al. Boardman et al. (Patent Number 
6,456,986). 

In claim 6, Reeder does not disclose that the set of rules associated with 
each serve type further includes a charge calculation rule. Boardman et al. disclose that 
an algorithm calculates a price or modifies a price (applies a discount). Boardman et al. 
further disclose that the Algorithm Selection Rule Set 30 is within the Price Plan and 
guides the Event to Algorithms (col. 2, lines 42-50; Figs. 1 and 2). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the invention of Reeder to include the feature of Boardman et al. in order 
provide guidelines for performing calculations. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Freda A. Nelson whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7076. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hayes can be reached on 571-272-6708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




